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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH, 
EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Public  Health  Service 
[42CFRPart54a] 

ALCOHOL  ABUSE  AND  ALCOHOLISM  PRE¬ 
VENTION,  TREATMENT,  AND  REHABIU- 

TATION  SERVICES 

Allotments  to  States 

Notice  Is  hereby  given  that  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  for  Health,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Secretary  of  Heal^, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  proposes  to  re¬ 
vise  S  54a.  102  of  Title  42,  CPR,  which  sets 
forth  the  formula  for  allotting  to  the 
States  funds  for  alcohol  abuse  and  alco¬ 
holism  prevention,  treatment,  and  reha¬ 
bilitation  programs  appropriated  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  301  of  the  Comprehensive 
Alcohol  Abuse  and  Alcoholism  Preven¬ 
tion,  Treatment,  and  Rehabilitation  Act 
of  1970  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  93-282  and 
Pub.  L.  94-371  (42  U.S.C.  4571  > . 

Background 

Section  302(a)  of  the  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
4572)  requires  that  funds  be  allotted  to 
the  States  “on  the  basis  of  the  relative 
population,  financial  need,  and  need  for 
more  effective  prevention,  treatment,  and 
rehabilitation  of  alcohol  abuse  and  alco¬ 
holism.”  Since  fiscal  year  1972,  allot¬ 
ments  to  the  States  have  been  computed 
as  foUows  (42  CPR  54a.  102) : 

(1)  One-third  weight  on  the  basis  of 
need  for  more  effective  prevention,  treat¬ 
ment,  and  rehabilitation  of  alcohol  abuse 
and  alcoholism,  expressed  by  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  the  population  in  each  State 
to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States. 

(2)  Two-thirds  weight  on  the  basis  of 
total  population  weighted  by  financial 
need,  as  determined  by  the  relative  per 
capital  Income  for  each  State  for  the 
three  most  recent  consecutive  years  for 
which  data  is  available  from  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce. 

Early  last  year,  a  report  of  tlie  Senate 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  on 
legislation  extending  and  amending  al¬ 
cohol  program  authorities  (Senate  Re¬ 
port  No.  94-705)  expressed  concern  about 
this  formula  and  said : 

The  Committee  wishes  to  stress  that  the 
provision  of  these  funds  must  be  based  on 
demonstrated  need,  as  provided  In  the  origi¬ 
nal  legislation,  and  is  adamant  that  this 
requirement  be  met.  (emphasis  original ) 

In  conference,  the  House  agreed  with 
the  Senate,  and  section  3(b)  of  the  law 
ultimately  enacted  (Pub.  L.  94-371)  re¬ 
quires  the  Secretary  to  establish,  by 
regulation,  a  methodology  for  determin¬ 
ing  the  Incidence  and  prevalence  of  al¬ 
cohol  abuse  within  the  States  to  be  used 
In  determining  State  need  for  more  ef¬ 
fective  prevention,  treatment,  and  re¬ 
habilitation  of  alcohol  abuse  and  alco¬ 
holism.  Section  3(b)  further  requires 
that  this  be  accomplished  within  180 
days  of  enactment  of  the  law — that  is, 
by  January  23,  1977. 

In  carrying  out  this  mandate,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Institute  on  Alcohol  Abuse  and 
Alcoholism  (NIAAA)  has  invited  full  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  State  alcohol  agencies. 


Table  1  Bsts  the  formal  meetings  NIAAA 
baa  had  with  those  agencies  to  explore 

(1)  data  and  methodologies  appropriate 
for  assessing  Incidence  and  prevalence 
of  alcohol  abuse  within  the  States,  and 

(2)  various  weights  which  might  be  as¬ 
signed  to  the  three  factors  in  the  for¬ 
mula.  In  addition,  NIAAA  has  made 


NIAAA  has  been  advised  and  assisted 
in  the  technical  aspects  of  its  efforts  to 
revise  the  allotment  formula  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Center  for  Health  Statistics. 

Proposed  Methodology 

There  are  many  techniques  for  esti¬ 
mating  rates  of  alcohol  abuse  and  alco¬ 
holism — among  them,  extrapolations 
based  on  per  capita  $ales  of  distilled 
spirits,  deaths  from  cirrhosis  of  the  liver, 
arrests  for  driving  under  the  influence 
of  alcohol,  and  utilization  of  treatment 
facilities.  While  some  of  these  indicators 
have  been  used  to  estimate  the  extent 
of  alcohol  abuse  and  .alcoholism  in  the 
U.S.  population  on  a  national  basis,  none 
is  appropriate  for  comparing  the  extent 
of  ^cohol  abuse  and  alcoholism  from 
one  State  to  another — ^largely  because 
definitions  and  reporting  practices  vary 
greatly  from  one  jurisdiction  to  another. 
Furthermore,  State  alcohol  agencies  have 
expressed  reluctance  to  have  allotments 
based  on  such  Indicators. 

In  view  of  the  need  for  an  objective, 
quantitative  approach  least  influenced 
by  differences  in  State  reporting  and 
recording  practices,  the  following  meth¬ 
odology  is  proposed  to  carry  out  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  Pub.  L.  94-371: 

(1)  Identify  demographic  character¬ 
istics  (e.g.,  age,  sex,  race,  education,  in¬ 
come,  marital  status)  found  to  be  as¬ 
sociated  with  “problem  drinking”  in 
selected  sample  surveys  of  the  general 
population. 

(2)  Develop  an  indicator  of  the  rela¬ 
tive  level  of  alcohol  abuse  in  the  States 
based  on  the  proportion  of  each  State’s 
population  with  these  characteristics 
(according  to  the  U.S.  Census) . 

This  approach,  known  as  ssmthetlc  es¬ 
timation,  does  not  yield  a  direct  measure 
of  incidence  and  prevalence.  However, 
the  estimates  developed  should  be  highly 
correlated  with  Incidence  and  prevalence. 
Moreover,  even  if  the  results  imderestl- 
mate  the  absolute  level  of  alcohol  abuse, 
the  degree  of  underestimation  should  be 
reasonably  constant  from  State  to  State 
(because  the  estimate  is  based  <m  data 
defined  and  ccAected  unlfonnly  in  all  the 


periodic  written  reports  to  the  State 
agencies.  Informing  them  of  the  progress 
(ff  its  efforts,  the  formulae  under  con¬ 
sideration,  and  the  estimated  effect  of 
several  of  these  formulae  on  fiscal  year 
1977  allocations.  Many  State  agencies 
commented  on  the  substance  of  these 
reports  by  letter  or  telephone. 


States)  and  should  not  distoi-t  the  rela¬ 
tive  need  of  States  for  more  effective  pre¬ 
vention,  treatment,  and  rehabilitation  of 
alcohol  abuse  and  alcoholism. 

Implementation  of  Proposed 
Methodology  in  FY  1977 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  proposed 
methodology  will  be  used  to  compute  fis¬ 
cal  year  1977  allotments  to  the  State:- 
It  is  sdso  anticipated  that  the  demo¬ 
graphic  characteristics,  indices  of  prob¬ 
lem  drinking,  and  sample  surveys  of  t)ie 
general  population  listed  below  will  be 
used  in  implementing  the  methodology. 
Demographic  characteristics. 

Age,  sex,  resldeuce  (urban  or  rural),  raot. 
region  of  U.S.,  marital  status,  education  in¬ 
come. 

Indices  of  problem  drinking. 

Frequent  heavy  drinking — the  number 
times  per  week  that  a  respondent  drinks  5 
or  more  drinks  on  one  occasion.  Current  tan¬ 
gible  consequences — an  additive  score  con¬ 
cerning  a  resjxyndent’s  problems  with  spouse, 
relatives,  friends.  Job,  police,  flnancee.  and 
health. 

Sample  surveys. 

National  Study  II:  Reintervlews  with  Sub¬ 
sample  of  Respondents  Initially  Interviewed 
in  National  Study  1.  Social  Research  Oroup. 
School  of  Public  Health,  University  of  Cali- 
f<»7ila,  Berkeley,  1967. 

American  Attitudes  Toward  Alcohol  and 
Alcoholics:  A  Sxuwey  of  Public  Opinion  Louis 
Harris  and  Associates,  Inc.,  December  1971 

The  demographic  characteristics  listed 
were  selected,  after  review  of  the  perti¬ 
nent  literature  and  discussions  with  se¬ 
lected  State  agencies,  as  being  most 
predictive  of  problem  drinking.  The  in¬ 
dices  of  problem  drinking  listed  are  de¬ 
rived  from  the  two  national  sample 
surveys  listed.  Frequent  heavy  drinking 
(FHD)  is  based  on  the  1971  Harris  sur¬ 
vey;  current  tangible  consequence.'; 
((TTC)  is  based  on  the  1967  Social  Re¬ 
search  Group  survey.  These  Ipdlces  were 
selected  In  an  effort  to  address  both  the 
health  and  the  social  consequences  of 
drinking — and,  Unis,  the  prevalence  of 
alcohol  abuse  as  well  as  aI(X)hollsm.  The 
surveys  selected  are  the  most  recent  and 


Table  1. — JfJAA  meetings  icith  representatives  of  State  alcohol  agencies  on  revisiori  of 
regulations  governing  allotment  of  alcohol  formula  grant  funds 


Date 

Location 

Occasion 

Purpose 

July  27,1976 

Rockville,  Md. . . 

.  Meeting  (convciieU  by  NIAAA)  of  representatives 
of  National  Center  for  Health  Statistics,  Na¬ 
tional  Institute  of  Mental  Health,  National 

1  nstitutc  on  Drug  Abuse,  the  Office  of  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  for  Planning  and  Evaluation 
(DHRW)  and  selected  State  alcohol  agencies. 

Meeting  of  Aloohol  and  Drug  Programs  Associa¬ 
tion. 

To  explain  requirements  ot 
Public  Law  94-^1,  seek 
advice  and  counsel. 

Eepl.  12,1976 

New  Orktins,  1.A 

To  report  on  status  of  efforts 
seek  comments  and  sugge.-- 
tions. 

Ocl.  27,1976 

Denver,  Colo. 

A  OAMllA  Annual  Conference  of  State  and  Terri¬ 
torial  Alorliol,  Drug  Abuse,  and  Menial  Bealtb 
Authorltii^s. 

Do. 

Dec.  3, 1976 

Washington,  D.<' 

.  board  meeting  of  Council  of  State  and  Territorial 
Alcoholism  Authoritios. 

To  sei'k  commer.ts  and 
suggestions. 
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comprehensive  from  which  data  could 
be  analyzed  within  the  180  days  p>er- 
mitted  1^  Pub.  L.  94-371. 

It  is  also  anticipated  that,  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  methodology,  a  statistical 
technique  known  as  Automatic  Interac¬ 
tion  Detector  (AID)  will  be  used  to  (1) 
divide  the  population  in  each  sample 
survey  into  appropriate  demographic 
subgroups  based  on  their  relative  risk 
of  problem  drinking,  as  measured  by 
frequent  heavy  drinking  (FHD)  and  cur¬ 
rent  tangible  consequences  (CTO  scores, 
and  (2)  compute  the  average  FHD  and 
CTC  scores  for  each  subgroup  thus 
identified. 

The  proportion  of  a  State’s  popula¬ 
tion  in  each  of  these  subgroups  (accord¬ 
ing  to  the  U.S.  Census)  would  then  be 
multiplied  by  the  average  scores  for 
FHD  and  CTC  in  that  subgroup  (as  esti¬ 
mated  by  AID  analysis  of  the  national 
surveys) .  The  results  of  this  computa¬ 
tion  for  each  subgroup  within  a  State 


would  be  added  to  obtain  an  overall  FHD 
score  and  an  overall  CTC  score  for  that 
State. 

The  mean  of  each  States  FHD  and 
CTC— i.e.,  (FHD-hCrrC)— would  be 

the  relative  measure  of  alcohol  abuse  and 
alcoholism  in  each  State  and.  thus,  of 
relative  “need  for  more  effective  pre¬ 
vention,  treatment,  and  rehabilitation  of 
alcohol  abuse  and  alcoholism,”  as  re¬ 
quired  by  section  3(b)  of  Pub.  L.  94-371. 

Allotment  Formula 

It  is  proposed  to  revise  the  formula 
currently  used  to  allot  alcohol  formula 
grant  funds  to  the  States  and  to  include 
in  the  revised  formula  the  measure  of 
“need”  described  above. 

As  stated  earlier,  the  formula  cur¬ 
rently  in  use  is  based  on  two  of  the  three 
factors  specified  by  law:  Relative  popu¬ 
lation  and  financial  need  (p)er  capita 
income).  This  formula  may  be  expressed 
mathematically  as  follows: 


state  allotnient- l*i»|»iilfltinr^of  a|H)nipriattHl  /  1  )*er  cai'ila  income  of  U.S.  (o->ear  averaKe)\ 

ropulation  of  V.S.  3  tvr  capita  income  of  State  (3-year  average)  / 

In  iiaeflorts  to  tarry  out  tlie  rotiuirements  of  sect  ion  .■?((>  i.  NI  AA.\  considered  >i  numl'cr  of  re  visions  of  this  formula — 
among  them: 

„  „  ,  .  ,, Total  funds  apiiropriated  , 

State  allotment  =l’opntation  of  StateX  — ,,  _ Ir  .5 - 


Population  of  V.S. 

Per  capita  income  of  I'.S.  ct  y  t-ar  avt-ragey  ,  1  XmHi  in  State \ 
3  '  3  Per  capita  income  of  State  t;t-year  aviTagej^  3  >feed  in  U.S./ 

in  which  Need  in  Stale  =synthctic  estimate  of  need  in  the  State  l>ased  on  multivariate  statistical  analysis  of  survey 
data  applied  to  dcmopraphic  ciiaracteristics  associated  with  alcohol  ahuse 


and  Nee<l  in  V.S. 


Poluilatlon  of  StateXNeed  in  State  summe>l  over  .SO  States  and  D.V. 
Population  of  State  summecTover.'iO  States  and  O.V. 


However,  discussion  of  this  formula 
with  the  State  alcohol  agencies  on  Oc¬ 
tober  27  led  to  the  conclusion  that  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  formula  would  assign  undue 


weight  to  relative  population  in  tlie  dis¬ 
tribution  of  funds  to  the  States. 

The  formula  now’  proposed  is  as 
follows : 


Slate  allot  iiient  =  Population  of  StateX 

Total  funds  appropriated  /  J_  Per  cajnta  incoine  of  U.S.  (3-yei^  average)  ^  Need  in  StateX 
Population  of  V.S.  2  Per  capita  income  of  State  (3-year  average)^  2  Need  in  U.S.  / 


The  same  formula  would  be  used  to 
allot  funds  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  American  Samoa,  Guam,  and 
the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 
Howev’er,  in  the  absence  of  income  data 
and  estimates  of  need  for  these  areas 
which  are  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary, 
the  Idghest  estimate  of  “Need  in  State” 
and  the  highest  estimate  of 

•  Per  capita  income  In  I’.S. 

Per  capita  income  In  State 

would  be  used  in  computing  their  allot¬ 
ments. 

The  effect  of  this  formula  on  State  al¬ 
lotments  is  shown  in  Table  2.  The  table 
compares  the  fiscal  year  1976  allotment 
to  each  State  (calculated  with  the  ex¬ 
isting  formula,  using  provisional  Census 
Bureau  estimates  of  population  for 
July  1,  1974  and  1971-1973  data  on  per 
capita  income)  with  an  estimated  fiscal 
year  1977  allotment  (calculated  with  the 
proposed  methodology  and  proposed  for¬ 
mula;  using  provisional  Census  Bureau 
estimates  of  population  for  July  1,  1975, 
1973-1975  dat-a  on  per  capita  income,  and 


the  demographic  characteristics,  indices 
of  drinking,  and  sample  surveys  listed 
above;  and  assuming  a  fiscal  year  1977 
appropriation  equal  to  that  for  fiscal  year 
1976). 

Assuming  a  fiscal  year  1977  appropri¬ 
ation  equal  to  that  for  fiscal  year  1976 
($55.5  million),  the  effect  of  this  for¬ 
mula — indeed,  of  all  the  formulae  NIAAA 
considered — is  a  reduction  in  the  allot¬ 
ment  to  many  States  (especially  those 
which  are  rural  or  poor)  and  an  increase 
in  the  allotment  to  a  few  States  (largely 
populous,  *urban.  or  writh  higher  per  cap¬ 
ita  incewne).  This  result,  while  difficult 
for  States  whose  allotment  may  be  re¬ 
duced,  Is  consistent  with  the  demo¬ 
graphic  patterns  of  alcohol  abuse  and 
alcoholism  revealed  by  the  smweys  listed 
above  and  with  the  reduced  weight  ac¬ 
corded  to  financial  need  (per  capita  In¬ 
come)  in  the  process  of  incorporating 
an  additional  factor  in  the  formula — I.e., 
from  %  to  y2.  Actual  allotments  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1977,  of  course,  will  depend  on 
the  level  of  the  fiscal  year  1977  aw>ro- 
priatlon  for  alcohol  formula  grants. 
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Tahi>e  2. — Estimated  effect  of  proposed  rule  on  fisrnl  pear  J977  fitate  formula,  prant 

allotments 


Ktolo 

Fiscal  year  1976 

Rstiiiiated  fiscal  year  1977 

Change  from  fiscal 
year  1976 

Allot¬ 

ment 

Per 

eaidta 

Allotment 

Per  Perc<'iit 

capita 

Dollar 

$1,085,860 

0.304 

$1, 066,420.32 

0.295 

-1.79 

-  $19, 429. 68 

200,000 

.693 

200,000.00 

..568 

0 

0 

666,37.3 

.263 

673,705.69 

•i'iS 

1.29 

7,33269 

633,060 

.307 

599,277.05 

.'283 

-5.34 

-33,78295 

4,923,628 

.'236 

5,545,318.12 

.262 

12.63 

621,690.12 

627,287 

.261 

622,577.94 

.'246 

-.75 

-4,709.06 

Connecticut . . . 

695,294 

.2-25 

701,916.53 

.227 

.95 

6,622.53 

Delaware _ _ _ 

'200,000 

.349 

200,000.00 

.345 

0 

0 

District  of  Cohinibla. . 

200,000 

.'277 

200,000.00 

.'279 

0 

0 

2,074,445 

.256 

1,947,266.73 

.233 

-6. 13 

- 127, 179. 27 

1,353,633 

.277 

1,308,955.66 

.260 

-3.  29 

-44,677.34 

200,000 

.236 

229,527.86 

.'265 

14.76 

29,627.85 

226,395 

.'283 

210,214.87 

•256 

-7.15 

-16,18a  13 

llUn<^. . 

2,673,960 

.231 

2,612,960.90 

•234 

1.51 

38,991  90 

1,368,101 

•267 

1,330,114.58 

.250 

-278 

-37,986.42 

730,919 

.256 

629,475.59 

.219 

-13.88 

-101,443.41 

567,692 

.'250 

509,25231 

.225 

-10.29 

-58,439.69 

Kentucky _  _ _ _ 

987,606 

.294 

936,931.46 

.276 

-6.13 

-50,671  54 

Louisiana . . . . - 

1,121,860 

.■298 

1,127,633.28 

297 

.51 

5,772  28 

305,067 

•291 

284;  471. 33 

.269 

-6.75 

-20,696.67 

Maryland . . .  . . - . 

971,608 

.237 

95a  285. 17 

.'232 

-2  19 

-21,32283 

Massachusetti! _ _ 

1,405,761 

.242 

1, 379, 693. 73 

.'237 

-1.86 

-26,167.27 

2,168,016 

.238 

2,230,856.80 

.244 

2  90 

62840.80 

Minnesota _ _ _  _ 

1,000,471 

.2.55 

883,353.43 

.226 

-11. 71 

-117,117.57 

Mississippi _ _ _ _ _ 

756,648 

.325 

765,460.71 

.322 

-.01 

-87.29 

Missouri . . . . . . . 

1,241,105 

.260 

1,140,603.25 

.239 

-a  10 

-100,501.75 

Montana . . . . . 

200;  ooe 

.272 

200,000.00 

.'267 

p 

0 

390,391 

.2.53 

344,379.40 

.2-23 

-11.79 

-46,011.00 

Nevada . . . 

200,000 

.349 

200,000.00 

.338 

0 

0 

New  Hampshire... . 

212,211 

.263 

207,681.28 

.254 

-213 

-15'29.72 

New  Jersey . . - . . . 

1,664,097 

.227 

1,752,037.82 

.'239 

5. '28 

87,94a  82 

338,273 

.301 

327,206.32 

.285 

-3.27 

-11,06168 

New  York. . . . 

4, 154,608 

.229 

4,357,291.55 

.240 

4.88 

202,683.55 

North  Carolina . 

1,517,529 

.283 

1,456,600.50 

.267 

-4.01 

-60,92160 

North  Dakota . - . 

200,000 

.314 

200,00a  00 

.315 

0 

0 

Ohio . . 

2,693,046 

.2.51 

2,664,880.75 

.248 

-1.05 

-28,165.25 

Oklahoma _ 

761,376 

.281 

718, 63a  60 

.265 

-5.61 

-42,732  40 

.789,023 

.260 

617,61231 

.270 

4.85 

■22689.31 

Pennsylvania . . — 

2,990,141 

.253 

2,973;6ia90 

.251 

-.85 

-16, 63a  10 

Rhode  Island... .  .. 

238,710 

.255 

'23a  367. 51 

.  249 

-3.49 

-8, 342  49 

South  Carolina . 

842,797 

..303 

796,075.21 

.282 

-5.54 

-46,721.79 

200,000 

.293 

200,000.00 

.293 

0 

0 

1,200,642 

.291 

1, 168,501.51 

.'279 

-2  68 

-32, 14a  49 

3.260,078 

.271 

3,210,764.83 

.'262 

-1.61 

-49,31217 

339,428 

.'289 

324,65244 

.269 

-4.35 

-14,775.66 

200,000 

.426 

200,000.00 

.425 

0 

0 

1,268,648 

.258 

1,219,767.93 

.246 

-3.85 

-42  880.07 

WashinctoD . . . 

867,536 

.200 

944,61287 

.'267 

8.88 

77,07287 

.530,308 

.296 

461,608.16 

.286 

-13.07 

-60,299.84 

1,195,419 

.262 

1,136.377.40 

.247 

-4.94 

-59,041.60 

200,000 

.557 

200,000.00 

.535 

0 

0 

9,016 

.322 

10,224.36 

.353 

13.40 

1,20236 

32,271 

.3-23 

34,903.83 

.353 

a  16 

2,63283 

959,613 

.325 

1,091,538.08 

.363 

13.76 

132,025.08 

Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. , 

34,745 

.325 

41,60255 

.353 

19.74 

6,867.66 

Virgin  Island.^ . . . 

26,609 

.324 

33,493.58 

.353 

25.87 

6.88168 

Total . . 

.  5.5,  .500, 000  . 

55,500.000.00 

Future  Efforts 

In  order  that  the  “need”  factor  in  the 
allotment  formula  may  continually  re¬ 
flect  the  most  current  data  and  state- 
of-the-art,  NIAAA  plans  to  periodically 
review  and,  as  appropriate,  revise  the 
demographic  chai^terlstics,  indices  of 
drlnUng,  and  sample  surveys  it  uses  in 
applying  the  methodology.  In  this  effort, 
NIAAA  hopes  to  draw  on  methodological 
studies  to  be  conducted  by  its  recently 
established  Epidemiological  and  Special 
Studies  Branch  and  on  NCHS  analysis  of 
questions  on  alcohol  use  in  a  1974  sur¬ 
vey  by  Louis  Harris  and  Associates,  Inc., 


a  1975  survey  by  Opinion  Research  Cor¬ 
poration,  the  1971-74  Health  and  Nutri¬ 
tion  Examination  Survey  (a  naticmal 
sample  survey  of  15,000  persons),  the 
1977  Household  Interview  Survey  (a  na¬ 
tional  sample  survey  of  40,000  house¬ 
holds)  ,  and  other  surveys  as  appropriate. 

Implementation  Plan 

The  new  regulations  policies  of  the 
Department  Issued  July  25,  1976  (see  FR 
Doc.  76-24042  appearing  at  41  FR  43811, 
August  17.  1976)  require  that  an  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  for  this  Notice  of  Pro¬ 
posed  Rulemaking  (NPRM)  be  prepared 
prior  to  its  issuance.  In  compliance  with 


these  requirements,  an  implementation 
plan  was  forwarded  to  the  Secretary  who 
authorized  the  issuance  of  this  NPRM 
without  publication  of  the  Notice  of  In¬ 
tent  (NOD  otherwise  required  by  the 
new  policies.  The  NOI  requirement  was. 
waived  because  of  the  statutory  deadline 
for  revision  of  the  regulations  and  be¬ 
cause,  since  enactment  of  Pub.  L.  94-371. 
there  has  been  significant  interaction 
between  the  Department  and  organiza- 
tkois  and  individuals  in  the  development 
of  the  proposed  regtilations  which  has 
satisfied  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  NOT 

Submission  of  Comments 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments,  suggestions,  or 
objections  regarding  this  proposed  re¬ 
vision  of  42  CFR  54a.l02  to  the  Office  of 
the  Director,  National  Institute  on  Alco¬ 
hol  Abuse  and  Alcoholism,  Room  16-105, 
Parklawn  Building,  5600  Fishers  Lane. 
Rockville,  Maryland  20857,  on  or  before 
March  18,  1977. 

Comments  received  will  be  available 
for  public  inspection  at  Room  16-105. 
Parklawn  Building,  between  the  hours  of 
8:30  a.m.  and  5:30  p.m.,  Monday  through 
Friday. 

This  revision  is  proposed  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  Sections  301  and  302  of  the 
Comprehensive  Alcohol  Abuse  and  Alco¬ 
holism  Prevention,  Treatment,  and  Re¬ 
habilitation  Act  of  1970,  as  amended  by 
Pub.  L.  93-282  and  Pub.  L.  94-371  <42 
U.S.C.  4571-4572) . 

Therefore,  it  is  proposed  to  revise  42 
CFR  54a. 102  in  the  manner  set  forth 
below, 

Noite. — ^The  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  has  determined  that  this 
document  does  not  contain  a  major  propo^a} 
requiring  preparation  of  an  Inflation  Im¬ 
pact  Statement  under  Executive  Order  11821 
and  OMB  Circular  A-107. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  No.  13.257,  Alcohol  Formula  Orante  ) 

Dated;  January  12, 1977. 

Theodore  Cooper, 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Health 

Approved:  January  18, 1977. 

Marjorie  Lynch, 

Acting  Secretary. 

It  is  proposed  to  revise  42  CFR  54.i  102 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  54a. 102  .4llotinciits  to  Staiex. 

(a)  Hie  aUotments  to  the  several 
States  under  section  302  of  the  Compre¬ 
hensive  Alcohol  Abuse  and  Alcoholism 
Prevention,  Treatment,  and  Rehabilita¬ 
tion  Act  will  be  computed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  follows : 
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state  allotment  =  ropulauoii  oi  Slate  X 


Total  fluids  appropriated 
Population  of  U.8. 


X 


(_1_  Per  capita  income  of  U.S.  (3-year  averaeol  j_  Xeed  in  State  \ 

2  Per  capita  income  of  State  (3-year  average)  ‘  2  Need  in  U.S.  / 

in  which  Need  in  State  ^synthetic  estimate  of  need  in  the  State  based  on  multivariate  statistical  analysis  of  survey 
data  applied  to  demographic  characteristics  associated  with  alcohol  abuse 

,  j  Population  of  State  X  Need  in  State  summed  over  50  Stales  and  D.C. 

And  No^d  in  U  S  =  —  —  ■  ■  '  ■  .  ..  .  ,  _ . 

Population  of  State  summed  over  50  States  and  D.C. 


(b)  In  making  the  calculation  speci¬ 
fied  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  for 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa,  Guam,  and  the  Trust  Terri¬ 
tory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  the  Secretarj', 


in  the  absence  of  income  data  and  esti¬ 
mates  of  need  specific  to  these  areas 
which  are,  in  his  judgment,  satisfactcar, 
will  use  the  highest  estimate  of  Need  in 
State  and  the  highest  estimate  of: 


Per  capita  income  of  U.S.  ^3-ypar  average) 
Per  capita  income  of  State  (3-year  average) 


(c)  If,  after  determining  the  amount 
of  the  allotment  for  each  State  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  it  appears  that  any  State  (  with  the 
exception  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa,  Guam,  and  the  Trust  Terri¬ 
tory  of  the  Pacific  Islands)  will  receive 
less  than  $200,000,  the  minimum  allot¬ 
ment  prescribed  by  section  302(a)  of  the 
Act.  the  Secretary  shall  reduce  the 


shares  of  each  State  which  would  receive 
more  than  $200,000  by  an  equal  percent¬ 
age  and  reallocate  these  sums  as  re¬ 
quired  to  assure  that  every  State  (other 
than  the  Virgin  Islands,  American 
Samoa.  Guam,  and  the  Trust  Territory 
of  the  Pacific  Islands)  will  receive  at 
least  $200,000. 
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